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OPINION

PER CURIAM:

Christopher Hastings appeals the 300-month sentence he received
after he pled guilty to conspiracy to possess cocaine and marijuana
with intent to distribute. See 21 U.S.C. § 846 (1994). Hastings con-
tends that the district court erred in sentencing him as a career
offender, see U.S. Sentencing Guidelines Manual  § 4B1.1 (1998),
because the 21 U.S.C. § 851 (1994) information filed by the govern-
ment failed to give him notice of the two prior convictions used to
classify him as a career offender and because he was misled about the
nature of a 1988 California drug conviction. We affirm.*

As Hastings concedes, his first claim is foreclosed by our holding
in United States v. Foster, 68 F.3d 86, 89 (4th Cir. 1995), that the
§ 851 notice requirement does not apply when the government seeks
a sentence enhancement under the sentencing guidelines rather than
a statutory enhancement. With respect to the 1988 conviction for pos-
session of rock cocaine for sale, the fact that it was incompletely
described on the state judgment form (and consequently in the § 851
information and the plea agreement) did not give the district court a
basis for disregarding it once its true nature was discovered during
preparation of the presentence report.

We therefore affirm the sentence. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
materials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

AFFIRMED
_________________________________________________________________
*The government suggests that Hastings waived the issue of lack of
notice in the § 851 information, but he raised the issue in a general man-
ner in his objection to the presentence report.
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